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REMARKS/ARGIMENTS 

Claims 1-4, 11" 26, 28; 29, 33, 34, 38^ 39, 42 and 43 are pending in the present 
application, of which clainis 1, 4, 13, 17, 19, 23, 25> 26, 42 and 43 are the indep^deirt claims, 
AppUcants believe that the present ^plica^^ condition for allowance, for which prompt 
and favorable action is respectfully requested. 

Chum Rejections - 3$ mC § lM 

Clmms 1-4, 13-15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 25-29, 34, 38, 39, 42 and 43 were rejected under 35 
U.SvG. § 103(a^) aslieing txiipaten^ iia view 

of Kairnar {1J.S. 6,434,367) ("Kumar'^). Qaims 11, 12, 16^ IS, 2:2 and 24 were rejected under 35 
tJ.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tiedanann in view of Kimiar and in further view of 
Sawahashi (U.S. 5,590^409) ("SawahasHi")' Reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections 
are respectfully requested. 

Applicants submit that the Tiedemann reference does not qualify as prior art for purposes 
of 35 use § 103(a) under 35 USC § 1 03(c) for the reasons set forth below. 

The Tiedemann reference issued as a patent on May 28, 2002, and was tiierefore 
pubKsh^ after the February 12, 2001 filing date of the present appUcation. Thus, the Ti^emarm 
reference could only qualify as a prior art reference under 35 USC § 102(e). Fiirther, Applicants 
submit that the subject matter of the Tiedemarm reference and the claimed invention were, at the 
time the claimed invention was made, owned by the same person or subject to an obligation of 
assignment to tfie same person. Therefore, the Tiedmaim referehce does not qualify as prior art 
for purposesof 35 use § 103(a) under 35 USC^^ See, e.g., MPEP 2146. Because the 

Tiedemarm reference does not qualify as prior art. Applicants submit that claims 1-4, 11- 26, 28, 
29, 33, 34, 38, 39, 42 and 43 are in condition for allowance and respectfully requ^t that the 
rejections of these claims be withdraNvn. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing remarks, all of the pendihg claims are belies in condition 

for allowaiice and such action is respectM 

Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this response to Deposit 
Account No. 1 7-0026. 



QUALGOMM Incorporated 

Attn: Patent Department 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

San Diego, Galifomia 9212M714 

Telephone: (858)658^5787 

Facsimile: (858)658-2502 



Respectfully submiitted, 



Dated: 
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